
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

      

                 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA  

   

  v.    

    

KEVIN QUATTLEBAUM, 

GIOVANNI WILLIAMS, 

 

    Defendants. 

 

      

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

 

 

CRIMINAL NO: 07-235 (JDB) 

       

 

   

 

GOVERNMENT’S RESERVATION OF RIGHT TO INTRODUCE CONDUCT BY 

DEFENDANT QUATTLEBAUM AND SUPPLEMENT TO NOTICE OF EXPERT 

TESTIMONY 

 

 The United States of America, by and through its attorney, the United States Attorney for 

the District of Columbia, respectfully notifies this Court and the defendants that it reserves the 

right to introduce evidence of conduct by Defendant Quattlebaum that might be characterized as 

Federal Rules of Evidence Rule 404(b) evidence, though not in its case in chief, and pursuant to 

Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 16(a)(1)(G) of additional testimony it may elicit from an 

expert witness, Metropolitan Police Department Detective Anthony Washington.     

Factual and Procedural Background 

 On August 17, 2007, Metropolitan Police officers stopped a vehicle driven by Giovanni 

Williams and registered to Kevin Quattlebaum after the driver made a left turn without signaling 

as required by District of Columbia law.  Defendant Quattlebaum was a passenger in the vehicle, 

a 2005 Ford F-150 truck. Prior to the stop, an officer had observed the defendants handling what 

appeared to be a large amount of currency while they were inside the vehicle. Police officers 

subsequently discovered a large amount of cocaine base in the vehicle.  Searches incident to the 
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arrests of the defendants revealed that defendant Quattlebaum had about $300 on his person; 

defendant Williams had $1786 on his person. 

 The defendants were indicted on charges of Possession with the Intent to Distribute 

Cocaine Base.  Trial is scheduled to begin on November 26, 2007. The government has provided 

discovery including, pursuant to Federal Rule of Evidence 16(a)(1)(G), a summary of the 

expected testimony of a drug trafficking expert, Detective Washington. Subsequently, the 

government became aware of an incident involving defendant Quattlebaum‟s possession of a 

large amount of cash.  

 On November 19, 2007, an investigator with the United States Attorney‟s Office met with 

Mohammed Khaliq, a senior sales consultant of CarMax in Laurel, Maryland.  Mr. Khaliq 

identified himself as the individual who in early April 2007 sold Mr. Quattlebaum the 2005 Ford 

F-150 truck.  Mr. Khaliq stated that he recalled the transaction, in part because of Mr. 

Quattlebaum‟s method of payment.  Mr. Quattlebaum paid for a portion of the $31,000 truck 

with loan proceeds and trade-in value from another vehicle, but he also provided Mr. Khaliq with 

a brown paper bag filled with unorganized United States paper currency which Mr. Quattlebaum 

represented was $9000.  Mr. Khaliq instructed Mr. Quattlebaum to go to the cashier to exchange 

the money in the bag, and Mr. Quattlebaum did so.  As a result, Mr. Quattlebaum was able to 

fully finance the purchase of the $31,000 truck.
1
 

Notice of Reservation of Right to Introduce Evidence 

        The government, having previously provided defense counsel with information and 

copies of physical evidence concerning the incident and with notice of the intent to elicit 

                                                 
1
 The government has previously provided some discovery concerning Mr. Quattlebaum‟s interactions with CarMax.  

Attached at Exhibit A are additional relevant documents. 
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additional expert testimony at trial concerning the relationship between drug trafficking and the 

accumulation of large amounts of cash, provides formal notice to the Court and counsel pursuant 

to Fed. R. Evid. 16(a)(1)(G) that previously designated drug expert Detective Anthony 

Washington would testify that narcotics distributors frequently deal with large amount of cash in 

the course of selling and purchasing narcotics.   Should the defendants  through cross-

examination, argument to the jury (including opening statements), or extrinsic evidence, indicate 

a one-off or legitimate basis for the possession of the cash confiscated in this case, he would 

further testify that narcotics traffickers must disguise their profits so as not to alert any authorities 

to the method by which they obtained these profits, that cash transactions in amounts less than 

$10,000 do not need to be reported to authorities, and that narcotics traffickers generally avoid 

cash transactions exceeding $10,000, in part because of these requirements.   

 Further, should the defendants open the door through cross-examination, argument to the 

jury (including opening statements), or extrinsic evidence, indicate a one-off or legitimate basis 

for the possession of the cash confiscated in this case, the government reserves the right to argue 

to the Court that it should be permitted to introduce extrinsic evidence of the CarMax transaction 

described above in order to rebut those contentions.
2
  

 If the Court considers such evidence to be 404(b) evidence, the government would note 

that it is well established that possession of large amounts of cash is common among drug 

traffickers and is probative evidence on the issue of intent to distribute narcotics. See United 

States v. Smart, 98 F.3d 1379, 1391 & n.15 (D.C. Cir. 1996) (expert lawfully testified about large 

amount of cash as part of modus operandi of drug distribution); United States v. Washington, 12 

                                                 
2
 The government learned of the additional information concerning Mr. Quattlebaum and CarMax in the early 

afternoon on November 19, 2007.  The government informed the Defendants that it intended to file a 404(b) motion 
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F.3d 1128, 1137 (D.C. Cir. 1994) (large quantity of cash supported sufficiency of evidence in 

possession of intent to distribute case);.United States v. Gibbs, 904 F.2d 52, 56 (D.C. Cir. 1990) 

(intent to distribute narcotics supported by possession of $576, a “relatively large amount of 

cash”)  In the instant case, the government alleges that the defendants jointly were in constructive 

possession of about 180 grams of cocaine base.  It is the government‟s theory that the defendants 

were working together to distribute the drugs and to profit off that distribution.  Evidence at trial 

will include testimony that they were observed inside the vehicle counting money prior to the 

truck‟s stop, and that when searched they collectively had more than $2000 in total on their 

persons. Evidence that four months earlier Defendant Quattlebaum was in possession of $9,000 

is probative to demonstrate that his contact with the currency recovered in this case was not an 

accident or was legitimate, but was a knowing and deliberate attempt to continue to be involved 

in narcotics distribution. 

 Arguably, the above described evidence is not subject to a Rule 404(b) analysis in that 

possession of large amounts of currency in itself does not constitute a criminal act or misconduct. 

We recognize however that the evidence, in the context of the instant case, might support the 

inference that defendant Quattlebaum‟s use of $9,000 in cash to purchase an automobile was a 

deliberate attempt to avoid mandated I.R.S. reporting requirements applicable to cash 

transactions in the amount of $10,000 or greater.  Even if considered evidence of prior uncharged 

bad acts, evidence of the CarMax transaction would be admissible also under Fed. R. Evid. 

404(b) and 403. 

   Rule 404(b) is a rule of inclusion rather than exclusion.  "[A]lthough the first sentence 

                                                                                                                                                             
in the late afternoon on November 19, 2007.   
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of Rule 404(b) is „framed restrictively,' the rule itself „is quite permissive,' prohibiting the 

admission of other crimes evidence „in but one circumstance' – for the purpose of proving that a 

person's actions conformed to his character."  United States v. Crowder, 141 F.3d 1202, 1206 

(D.C. Cir. 1998) (en banc), cert. denied, 525 U.S. 1149 (1999); United States v. Moore, 732 F.2d 

983, 987 (D.C. Cir. 1984) ("[o]nly one series of evidential hypotheses is forbidden in criminal 

cases by Rule 404:  a man who commits a crime probably has a defect in character; a man with 

such a defect of character is more likely than men generally to have committed the act in 

question.").  Permissible purposes include – but are not limited to – proof of intent, motive, 

opportunity, plan, knowledge, identity, or absence of mistake or accident,  United States v. 

Miller, 895 F.2d 1431, 1436 (D.C. Cir.), cert. denied, 498 U.S. 825 (1990), and corroboration of 

other evidence, United States v. Bowie, 232 F.3d 923, 933 (D.C. Cir. 2000).  

 Other crimes evidence should be admitted if the following three criteria are met:   

1) the evidence of other crimes or acts is relevant in that is has "any tendency to 

make the existence of any fact that is of consequence to the determination of the 

action more probable or less probable than it would be without the evidence," Fed. 

R. Evid. 401; 2) the fact of consequence to which the evidence is directed relates 

to a matter in issue other than the defendant's character or propensity to commit 

crime; and 3) the evidence is sufficient to support a jury finding that the defendant 

committed the other crime or act [citations omitted].   

 

Bowie, 232 F.3d at 930 (emphasis added).   

  Inasmuch as this other evidence is probative, it should be admitted unless its probative 

value is substantially outweighed by its prejudicial effect.  Fed. R. Evid. 403.  Although the other 

evidence implicates narcotics distribution, it is not unfairly prejudicial.  See, e.g., United States 

v. Gartmon, 146 F.3d 1015 (D.C. Cir. 1998) (affirming admission of evidence that the defendant, 

charged with fraud, had placed gun in wavering coconspirator's vagina and threatened her).   
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Rule 403 does not provide a shield for defendants who engage in outrageous acts, 

permitting only the crimes of Caspar Milquetoasts to be described fully to a jury.  

It does not generally require the government to sanitize its case, to deflate its 

witnesses' testimony, or to tell its story in a monotone.  It does not bar powerful, 

or even "prejudicial" evidence.  Instead, the Rule focuses on the "danger of unfair 

prejudice," and gives the court discretion to exclude evidence only if that danger 

"substantially outweigh[s]" the evidence's probative value. [citation omitted]. 

 

Id. at 1020.   

  The law in this Circuit is clear that in balancing the probativeness and prejudice of other 

crimes, "it is a sound rule that the balance should generally be struck in favor of admission when 

the evidence indicates a close relationship to the offense charged."  United States v. Harrison, 

679 F.2d 942, 948 (D.C. Cir. 1982) (quoting United States v. Day, 591 F.2d 861, 878 (D.C. Cir. 

1978)); see also United States v. Douglas, 482 F.3d 591, 600 (D.C. Cir. 2007) (upholding 

admission of prior possession with the intent to distribute arrest in possession with the intent to 

distribute case). In the instant case, the proffered evidence bears a close relationship to the 

offense charged: it occurred close in time (several months) to the charged offense, involves the 

same vehicle as the one in this case, bears directly on at least one co-defendant‟s intent to 

commit the charged offense, and would be offered only to rebut a contention that the possession 

of the $2000 recovered in this case was somehow legitimate.   
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      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      JEFFREY A. TAYLOR     

      United States Attorney 

      

         

     By:                                                                                                                  

      Jeff Pearlman  

      DC Bar 466901 

      Assistant United States Attorney 

      555 4th Street, N.W.  

      Washington, D.C.  20530 

      (202) 353-2385 

      jeffrey.pearlman@usdoj.gov 
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